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ABSTRACT1
Our aim was to determine whether learning approaches and academic motivation together predict
academic success of classroom teaching students. The sample of the study included 536 students
(386 female, 150 male) studying at the Classroom Teaching Division of Canakkale 18 Mart
University. Our research was designed as a prediction study. Data was collected by using “The
revised two-factor Study Process Questionnaire” developed by Biggs, Kember, and Leung (2001)
and adapted to Turkish by Yilmaz (2009), “The Academic Motivation Scale” developed by
Vallerand et al. (1992) and adapted to Turkish byEymur and Geban (2011), and “The Personal
Information Form”. It was found that there is not a relationship between academic success and
learning approaches. There was no significant correlation between academic success and
academic motivation. Academic motivation and learning approaches were correlated (r=.258).
Academic motivation and learning approaches, together, explained academic success (.078).
Keywords: Classroom Teaching; Learning Approaches; Academic Motivation; General Academic Success
INTRODUCTION
Academic Motivation

M

otivation theories are founded on assumptions about the human nature (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The
concept of motivation takes maintaining and guiding behaviors and innate strengths as reference
(Petri, 1981; cited by Vallerand & Losier, 1994). Deci and Ryan (1985) separated motivation into
three categories: amotivation, extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation (Cited by Deci & Ryan, 2002).
Amotivation takes the lack of motivation and the observation of the individual’s inability to sense the conditions
between his or her actions and consequences as reference (Ratelle, Guay, Vallerand, Larose, & Sene´cal, 2007).
Amotivation occurs when a person cannot get positive feedback regarding his/her performance or believes that
he/she fails on a repetitive basis. According to revised theory of helplessness, noncontingent environments lead to
amotivation. Amotivation results when one perceives oneself as incompetent to reach intended outcomes (Deci &
Ryan, 1985).
A person engages in intrinsically motivated behaviors in order to feel competent and self-determining.
There are two general types of intrinsically motivated behaviors. A stimulation free environment would lead one to
feel incompetent and not self-determining and therefore to seek out ways for feeling competent and selfdetermining. The other type of intrinsically motivated behavior involves conquering challenges or reducing
incongruity (Deci, 1975). Intrinsic motivation depends on the innate need for competence and self-determination. It
provides the fuel for various behaviors and psychological processes. Intrinsic needs are different from primary
drives because they are not based in tissue deficits and they do not function cyclically. However, both of them are
1This article was presented at 9th International Balkans Education and Science Congress 16-18 October 2014and this is the extended version of
the article of which was published)
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innate and provide an energy source for behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Extrinsic motivation is separated into four
categories such as external regulation, introjected regulation, identified motivation and integrated regulation (Deci &
Ryan, 2002).
External regulation occurs when students relate results in order to control for the function of time and
rewards they attribute to learned activities (Zimmerman, 2012). The least autonomous type of extrinsic motivation is
external regulation, which involves being motivated to obtain rewards or avoid punishments. External regulation
has an external perceived locus of causality (Skinner, 1953; cite by Deci & Ryan, 2002).
Introjected regulation refers to an internalized external regulation but which is not truly accepted as one’s
own. It is some form of partially internalized extrinsic motivation. Introjection-based behaviors are performed in
order to avoid guilt or to produce ego enhancements and feelings of worthiness. This type of regulation depends on
contingent self-esteem (Deci & Ryan, 1995; Cite by Deci & Ryan, 2002).
Regulation through identification is a more self-determined form of extrinsic motivation, since it includes
valuing of a behavioral goal or regulation. Identification is important in transforming external regulation into true
self-regulation. Identification is accompanied by high-perceived autonomy. Identifications seem to have an internal
perceived locus of causality (Deci, & Ryan, 2002). Identification is the process of specification of an activity by its
value and this way an acceptable regulation of one’s dynamism is taken as reference (Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci,
2006).
Integrated regulation is the basis for the most autonomous form of extrinsically motivated behavior.
Integrated regulation results when identifications have been assessed and brought into congruence with the
personally endorsed values, goals, and needs that are part of the self. Previous studies showed that integrated
extrinsically motivated behaviors are associated with more positive experiences than the less fully internalized forms
of extrinsic motivation. Integration of external motivation is mostly internal and integration occurs when individuals
relate to their own schematics and their own activities (Zimmerman, 2012).
Self-determination refers to choosing between alternatives and the experience of an international perceived
locus of causality. Self-determination is an important part of intrinsically motivated behavior and also of some
extrinsically motivated behaviors. Self-determination is also a need. It facilitates developing competencies and
reaching a flexible accommodation with the social environment, which is central to the development of extrinsic
motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Will and self-determination are associated because, in order to be self-determining,
people have to decide how to act on their environment and they would not prefer a condition where all of their needs
are instantly satisfied without them making choices (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).
Self-determination theory is a concept included in intrinsic motivation. Self -determination theory takes the
experience of freedom inside one’s commencing behavior as reference. Self-determination often includes results or
one’s environmental control and choices (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Self-determination theory takes personal growth,
self-arrangement, global psychological needs, purpose of living, longings, energy and validity, unaware periods,
cultural relations for motivation, and effects of motivation on social environments as reference (Deci & Ryan, 2008).
Approaches To Learning
Studies on student's learning started with Marton and Saljo’s (1976) study, which investigated deep and
surface approaches to learning (Marton & Saljo, 1976). The main purpose of good education is to direct students to
use a deep approach and to prevent the use of the surface approach (Biggs, 1999).
The “deep approach” which emphasizes understanding learning processes, is clearly different concept from
organizing effort and concentration related studying strategies (Entwisle & McCune, 2004). The majority of
previous studies on student learning considered high quality learning in terms of the deep approach, which results in
conceptual understanding (Entwisle, 2005). The deep approach is directed by the need to complete a task in an
appropriate and meaningful way, which leads to using the most appropriate cognitive functions for working on a
task. The use of the deep approach creates positive feelings such as interest, feeling important, challenge, and even
exhilaration. The surface approach is not only seen in learning but also in many other areas such as teaching or
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doing business. The surface approach can be expressed by the common idioms “cutting corners” or “sweeping under
the carpet” (Biggs, 1999).
A student who uses the deep approach would not have the intention of finding shortcuts for dealing with a
task. Instead, he/she would try to find meaning in the taught material and learn in the most wanted way (Biggs,
2012). In the surface approach, students try to guess what their teachers would expect from them in examinations
and search for expected questions within the taught material. Students who depend on the deep approach handle a
task with the intention of learning the material for themselves, which in turn would enable them to comprehend the
meaning of the taught material (Entwisle, 2009).
Students who use the surface approach fail to grasp the real purpose of a task and try to finish the task by
investing the minimum amount time and effort in order to meet learning requirements. As a result, low level
cognitive activities are used even if the task requires higher level activities. In this regard, rote learning content
without understanding it is very common. However, rote learning itself does not necessarily mean that the surface
approach is used and is an appropriate method when verbatim recall is required. The inappropriate use of rote
learning indicates a surface approach, such as memorizing answers of a previous examination (Biggs, 2001). When
the surface approach is adopted, the learners focus on the surface characteristics of a situation, on the wording of a
text, of the proposed argument, on figures in a problem, and on the formulas for solving a problem (Bowden &
Marton, 1998).
As mentioned before, the deep approach depends on the intrinsic interest to complete the task in an
appropriate and meaningful way. In this regard, the underlying meaning and the main ideas, themes, and principles
become important instead of the details and unsupported specifics. A deep approach, which uses analogy,
metaphors, and conceptual structures, requires a strong background on relevant prior knowledge. The main
characteristic of the deep approach involves students engaging in a task by using the most appropriate learning
processes for completing the task satisfactorily (Biggs, 2001).
While the surface approach requires routine memorization, the deep approach involves making connections
with previous knowledge and reasoning. The essence of the surface approach is that it does not only include rote
learning but the use of rote learning, which derives from the intention to reproduce the material presented by the
teacher, in a routine way and without thinking. When students’ perceptions on the teaching-learning environment
were examined, it was found that the deep approach is affected by “good teaching” and “freedom in learning”
(Entwisle & Smith, 2002). Neither the surface nor the deep approaches to teaching are the personality characteristics
of a teacher. Using the deep approach and avoiding the surface approach forms the basis of high quality teaching,
however, many traditional methods have the opposite effect (Biggs, 1999). The most important distinction between
two approaches is that surface approach focuses on “the sign”, whereas a deep approach focuses on “the signified”.
Deep approach was associated with comprehending the author’s message, while surface approach involves
misunderstanding the message (Marton & Booth, 2009).
PURPOSE
The purpose of this study is to determine if approaches to learning and academic motivation together
predict GPA in students who study at Primary School Education in Turkey.
METHODS
The model of this study is a prediction study since the aim was to determine predictive relationships of
academic motivation and approaches to learning together to GPA for the students studying at Primary School
Education (McMillan, 2008; Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010)
Participants
The sample of the study consisted of 536 students (150 male and 386 female) studying at Primary School
Education Department at Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University during the 2012-2013 spring term.
Copyright by author(s); CC-BY

173

The Clute Institute

Contemporary Issues In Education Research – Third Quarter 2015

Volume 8, Number 3

Materials
Academic Motivation Scale
In this study, the scale that was arranged by in Turkish Eymür and Geban (2011) and developed by
Vallerand and others (1992) was used.
The scale includes 28 items and 7 factors, each factor includes 4 items, and each item has 7 response
categories. The scale consists of 3 intrinsic motivation factors, 3 extrinsic motivation factors, and one factor of
amotivation. These factors are intrinsic motivation - to know, intrinsic motivation - toward accomplishment,
intrinsic motivation - to experience stimulation, extrinsic motivation – identified, extrinsic motivation – introjected,
extrinsic motivation - external regulation and amotivation. Scores obtained from the sub factors range between 4 and
28 and there are no reverse scored each item in the scale (Vallerand et al., 1992; Eymür & Geban, 2011). The
reliability analysis results of Turkish scale, the reliability coefficients of the sub factors range from .60 to .84 and the
Cronbach’s alpha values of the sub factors change between .60 and .84 (Eymür & Geban, 2011).
The Study Process Questionnaire
The Study Process Questionnaire which was developed by Biggs, Kember, & Leung (2001) and adapted in
Turkish by Yılmaz (2009) was used in this study.
The revised two-factor questionnaire contains 20 items and was developed in order to enable teachers to
evaluate the learning environment in their classrooms and. Each sub factors include 10 items and all items in the
questionnaire are positive. The maximum score that can be obtained from the questionnaire is 100, whereas the
minimum score is 20 (Biggs, at all., 2001; Yılmaz, 2009).
In order to examine validity of Turkish scale, exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis was done. The
Turkish form of the scale was carried out to 400 university students for the validity and reliability after examining
and confirming equivalency between English and Turkish versions. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine the
reliability. The two sub factors of the questionnaire are the deep approach, which has a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of 0.79, and the surface approach, which has a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.73 (Yılmaz, 2009).
Grade point average (Turkey): It is the general average of the grades for all student courses during the first and
seventh semester among students studying at Primary School Education Department at Canakkale 18 Mart
University,.
Personal information form: This form is designed with students' own declarations. The form consists of questions
about GPA, gender, and year of study.
Procedures
Data were collected through “Academic Motivation Scale”, "The Study Process Questionnaire” and
“Personal Information Form” using face to face interviews from the students (150 male and 386 female) studying at
Primary School Education, at Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University in the spring term of the 2012-2013 academic
year.
Multiple regression is essentially used to predict and relationship between two or more predictor variables
and a criterion variable (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Therefore, multiple regression was used in this study. Pearson
correlation analysis was used for determining the relationship of GPA to scores obtained from the “Academic
Motivation Scale” and the “The Study Process Questionnaire”; whereas multiple regression analysis was used for
determining whether the “Academic Motivation Scale” and the “The Study Process Questionnaire” together predict
GPA.
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FINDINGS
In this section, the results of the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, which was carried out in order to
determine whether there are significant correlations between primary school students’ academic motivation and the
study process questionnaireand GPSs, are provided. In addition, results of the multiple regression analysis, which
was conducted for determining whether primary school students’ academic motivation and academic self -regulation
learning together predict GPAs, are given.
Table 1 shows the descriptive statics related to means and standard deviations obtained from the study process
questionnaire.
Table 1. Means and standard deviations of approaches to learning
N
x
Deep approaches
536
2.9160
Surface approaches
536
3.0000
Total scores of approaches to learning
536
2.9347

S
.71201
.71565
.51285

Table 2 shows the descriptive statics related to means and standard deviations obtained from the academic
motivation scale.
Table 2. Means and standard deviations of academic motivation
N
x
Knowledge of intrinsic motivation
536
3.9832
Accomplishment of intrinsic motivation
536
3.3918
Intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation
536
3.6194
Identification of extrinsic motivation
536
4.1082
Extrinsic motivation inducement
536
3.2505
Regulation of extrinsic motivation
536
4.1474
Amotivation
536
2.2313
Academic motivation total scores
536
3.4478
Table 3. Results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the
prediction of GPAs by academic motivation and approaches to learning
B
Standard Error B
B
Constant
3.375
.564
Deep approach
.312
.118
.155
Surface approach
-.263
.126
-.131
Total scores of approaches to learning
-.083
.195
-.030
Knowledge of intrinsic motivation
.338
.116
.164
Total scores of academic motivation
-.063
.196
-.024
Accomplishment of intrinsic motivation
-.284
.100
-.172
Action of intrinsic motivation
-.033
.100
-.018
Identification of extrinsic motivation
.111
.116
.055
Extrinsic motivation inducement
.157
.088
.097
Regulation of extrinsic motivation
.076
.097
.043
Amotivation
.038
.073
.027
R= .279 R 2= .078
F (11- 521)= 3.995, p= .000

S
.69826
.87084
.76410
.71529
.89345
.80112
1.00588
.54779

t
5.980
2.650
-2.083
-.425
2.902
-.324
-2.828
-.334
.958
1.782
.786
.518

p
.000
.008
.038
.671
.004
.746
.005
.739
.339
.075
.432
.605

According to Table 3, there was not significant difference between GPA and learning approaches and
academic motivation (R= .279, R 2= .078, p<.001). As seen in Table 3, academic motivation and learning
approaches explain 0.78% of total variance analysis.
It was discovered from the results of Table 4 that there was a significant correlation between academic
motivation and learning approaches. (p<.005).
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GPA
Deep approach
Surface approach
Total scores of approaches to learning
Knowledge of intrinsic motivation
Total scores of academic motivation
Accomplishment of intrinsic motivation
Action of intrinsic motivation
Identification of extrinsic motivation
Extrinsic motivation inducement
Regulation of extrinsic motivation
Amotivation

GPA
Deep approach
Surface approach
Total scores of approaches to learning
Knowledge of intrinsic motivation
Total scores of academic motivation
Accomplishment of intrinsic motivation
Action of intrinsic motivation
Identification of extrinsic motivation
Extrinsic motivation inducement
Regulation of extrinsic motivation
Amotivation
** 0.001
* 0.005

Volume 8, Number 3

Table 4. Correlation results of GPA to academic motivation and approaches to learning
Approaches to
Knowledge of
Academic motivation
GPA
Deep approaches Surface approaches
learing total scores intrinsic motivation
total score
1
.142**
-.124**
-.012
.179**
.080
.142**
1
.029
.528**
.384**
.327**
-.124**
.029
1
.591**
-.090*
.143**
**
**
**
-.012
.528
.591
1
.164
.257**
.179**
.384**
-.090*
.164**
1
.499**
**
**
**
**
.080
.327
.143
.257
.499
1
.030
.421**
-.069
.229**
.543**
.588**
.039
.281**
.103*
.232**
.429**
.520**
**
**
**
**
.124
.212
.029
.203
.404
.487**
.096*
.166**
.085*
.159**
.344**
.608**
**
**
**
.076
.048
.248
.119
.252
.450**
-.067
-.015
.265**
.167**
-.197**
.131**
Accomplishment of
intrinsic motivation
.030
.421**
-.069
.229**
.543**
.588**
1
.441**
.280**
.477**
.131**
.007

Action of intrinsic
Identification of Extrinsic motivation
Regulation of
motivation
extrinsic motivation
inducement
extrinsic motivation
.039
.124**
.096*
.076
**
**
.281
.212
.166**
.048
.103*
.029
.085*
.248**
**
**
**
.232
.203
.159
.119**
.429**
.404**
.344**
.252**
**
**
**
.520
.487
.608
.450**
**
**
**
.441
.280
.477
.131**
1
.332**
.299**
.159**
**
**
.332
1
.333
.481**
.299**
.333**
1
.330**
**
**
**
.159
.481
.330
1
-.107*
-.313**
.048
-.103*

Amotivation
-.067
-.015
.265**
.167**
-.197**
.131**
.007
-.107*
-.313**
.048
-.103*
1

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
This study revealed that there was a significant correlation between GPA and academic motivation and learning approaches. GPA was a significant
correlation between deep approach and identification of extrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation inducement, knowledge of intrinsic motivation. GPA was a
significant negative corrrelation with surface approach. However, there was a relationshipbetween academic motivation and learning approaches with the level of
(r= .257). According to this study, it was found that there was a significant positive correlation between students’ GPA and deep approach, whereas there was a
significant negative correlation between GPA and surfaceapproach.
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Contrary to our results, a significant relationship between motivation and academic achievement has been
reported in the literature (Amrai, Motlagh, Zalani, & Parhon, 2011; Özder & Motorcan, 2013). Heikkilä and Lonka
(2006) found a low positive correlation between academic average and the deep learning approach. Diseth (2002)
found a negative correlation between the surface approach and the academic approach. Diseth (2007) determined a
positive correlation between exam grades and the deep approach. Ekinci (2009) found a significant positive
correlation between students’ level of achievement and the deep and strategic learning approach scores and a
significant negative correlation between surface learning approach scores and achievement. Lavender (2005) found
a significant correlation between extrinsic motivation external regulation, which is one of the sub factors of
academic motivation scale, and academic achievement. Cokley, Bernard, Cunningham, and Motoike (2001) found
significant correlations between GPA and the amotivation, intrinsic motivation to know, intrinsic motivation to
achieve, and intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation sub factors. Robinson (2003) detected a positive
correlation between intrinsic motivation to achieve and achievement and a negative correlation between amotivation
and achievement.
Our study findings indicate that academic motivation and learning approaches are not significantly
correlated to students’ GPAs. It is assumed that the similarity between students’ GPAs is the reason for not finding a
significant correlation between GPA and academic motivation and learning approaches. Another explanation for not
finding a significant correlation between GPA and academic motivation and approaches to learning is that there is a
largenumber of various factors that possibly affect GPA.
Academic motivation and learning approaches explain 0.78% of total variance analysis. A similar result
was reported by other researchers. For instance, Komarraju, Karau, and Schmeck (2009) determined that
amotivation and the intrinsic motivation to accomplish were the best predictors of achievement. Diseth (2003) found
that approaches to learning predicted academic achievement. And according to Choy, O’Grady, and Rotgans (2012)
it was found that students’ approach to learning was a weak predictor of academic achievement. Burton and
Sztaroszta (2007) found that the deep learning approach was not a positive predictor of academic achievement.
Diseth, Pallesen, Brunborg, and Larsen (2010) have indicated that the approach to learning is an independent
predictor of test performance. Salamonson et al. (2013) have found that surface and deep approaches to learning are
important predictors of academic performance. Lizzio, Wilson, and Simons (2002) have determined that the surface
approach to learning is a better predictor of GPAs than deep approaches to learning in college students. Komarraju,
Karau, and Schmeck (2009) determined that the best predictors of achievement are amotivation and intrinsic
motivation to accomplish.
We think that many factors affected the prediction of students’ GPAs in our study. It was assumed that
factors including intelligence, cognitive skills, attitudes, having willingly chosen the department a student studies
at, thinking skills, studying habits, learning strategies, interest, attention, and self-efficacy possibly affect GPAs.
In addition, the similarity between students’ GPAs may be the reason for not being able to predict students’
GPAs from academic motivation and approaches to learning. It is thought that our study findings would be
beneficial for researchers who study in the field of teacher training. In addition, our study results can be utilizedby
managers and academicians who work at faculties of education and executives at the Ministry of Education in order
to increase the quality of education provided for teacher candidates.
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